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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action mailed on 
August 31, 2006, and the references cited therewith. 

Claims 1, 8-9, 13, 15-19, and 22-23 are amended, no claims are canceled, 
and no claims are added; as a result, claims 1 -23 are now pending in this 
application. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 8, 9, 13, 18-19, and 22-23 were objected to because of the following 
informalities; 

In claim 8, lines 6-7 \ "dereference a virtual address space for a process 
associated with a removable, memory mappable device connected to the computer 
device" should be "dereference a virtual address space for a process associated with 
a removable[,] memory mappable device connected lo the computer device. 

In claim 9, line 3, "an operating system the computing device" should be "an 
operating system of the computing device. 

In claim 13, line 8 "a removable, memory mappable device associate with 
the process" should be "a removable[,] memory mappable device associate with the 
process"* 

In claim 1 8, line 3, "the virtual address space in not available for use" should 
be "the virtual address space [in] is not available for use". 

In claim 19, lines 2-3, "dereferencing a memory address for a process 
associated with a removable, memory mappable device" should be "dereferencing a 
memory address for a process associated with a removable[,] memory mappable 
device". 

In claim 22, lines 2-3, "a removable, memory mappable device connected to 
a computing device", should be "a removable!,] memory mappable device 
connected to a computing device". 

In claim 23, lines 23-4, "dereferencing a virtual address space for a process 
associated with a removable, memory address device" should be "dereferencing a 
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virtual address space for a process associated with a removable [,] memory address 
device". 

Applicant has addressed the above recommended changes and respectfully 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection to these claims. 

$ 112 Re jection of the Claims 
Claims 15-18 were rejected under 35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. Antecedent basis issues were identified 
by the Examiner and have been addressed by the Applicant in the amendments. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the 112 
rejection these claims. 

£ 102 Rejection of the Claims 
Claims 1-9, 1 1-22, and 23 were rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Browning et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0064669). Applicant 
does not admit that Browning is indeed prior art and reserves the right to swear 
behind the same at a later date. Nonetheless, Applicant believes the present claims 
are distinguishable from the Browning reference for at least the following reasons. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the present Application addresses at least 
in part memory management for removable memory mappable devices, i.e., devices 
that can be disconnected from a computing device. When such an action occurs, a 
memory management system of an operating system will release the physical 
memory space associated with that particular device according to that operating 
systems semantics. A process associated with the device, however, may not have 
yet released the virtual memory address associated with that physical address. 

The Browning reference does not appear to address removable memory 
devices. Indeed Browning appears to be concerned with pretranslations becoming 
invalidated upon physical address changes, e.g., when a real (physical) page is 
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migrated to a new real page, and synchronizing the invalidation process with the 
memory remove process. (Pp [0027]). 

To this end, Browning lays forth in careful detail in Figure 9 and Pp[0061]- 
[0063] that memory migration and removal of real pages of memory are not 
removed until the kernel has received an acknowledgement of a sent interrupt from 
all CPUs and once received that all registered RPN lists have been scanned and all 
entries corresponding to real pages that are within the range of memory to be 
removed have been invalidated. This action is simply not possible in the case of 
removable devices where the semantics of the operating system operate to remove 
the physical pages associated with the removable device once the device has been 
disconnected albeit unknown to a process using a virtual memory address associated 
with that physical address. 

In contrast to the Browning process of determining acknowledgement of 
interrupts and invalidation of relevant pretranslation lists prior to the migration and 
removal or real memory pages, Applicant's claims recite language covering the 
uuuiuwuuu uf phyimuil muifiurv |mku rumuvul bufuru lliu uuiuu iu knuwn lu u pruuuuu 
using Llial ictti aiciiiui>. 

For example, Applicant's independent claim 1, as amended, recites 

instructions which execute to: 

rolooso a physical address space associated with the virtual 
address space when the device has a connection removed from the 
computing device; and 

rc^fciAlrsi llirtf llir? VmIii*1 i AAA AiiAi\ft, jri tWit'iUSty * WziL»il lie*; 

tn th/* process, is nr> Innger valid fnr prnre«« ikp afW thp phyqiral 

address space is Pleased and before the process lias released the 
virtual address space. 

Applicant's independent claim 8, as amended, recites instructions which 
execute to: 

release a physical address space, associated with the virtual 
address space when the device associated with the process is 
logicauy oisconnectec; ana 

register in a virtual memory data structure of the memory 
management system that the virtual address space is no longer 
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available to the process after the physical address space is released 
and when the process has not yet released the virtual address space. 

Applicants independent claim 13, recites in part: 

means for unrnapping a virtual address space for a process 
in a manner which does not violate semantics for an operating 
system of the computing device when a removable memory 
mappable device associated with the process is topically 
disconnected . 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Browning reference does not contain 
any mention of unrnapping in relation to the semantics of an operating system or in 
relation to removable memory mappable devices. 

Further, Applicant's independent claim 19, as amended, recites a method 
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virtual address space is no longer available to the process in a 
manner which does not violate semantics for an operating system 
the computing device. 

As such, Applicant respectfully submits that each and every element and 
limitation as recited in independent claims 1, 8, 13, 19, 22, and 23 is not described in 
the Browning reference. Accordingly, the Browning reference does not support a 102 
rejection of the above claims. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 102 rejection for 
the above independent claims, as well as those claims which depend therefrom, is 
respectfully requested. 

§103 Rejection of the Claims 
Claim 10 was rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Browning et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0064669) in view of Microsoft 
Computer dictionary Fifth ttiWQn. and Qn-liye Computing Di ct iona ry , 
fhttp://www.insl^tweb,e^ 

Claim 10 depends from independent claim 8. For the reasons provided 
above, Applicant respectfully submits that the Browning reference does not describe 
teach, or suggest each and every element and limitation of independent claim 8, as 
amended. The Microsoft Computer dictionary Fifth edition , and On-line Computing 
Dictionarv(hUviflvwwAns\m^ 

arch) do not cure the deficiencies with the Browning reference. That is the 
additional citations do not describe, teach, or suggest instructions which execute to: 

release a physical address space associated with the virtual 
address space when the device associated with the process is 
logically disconnected; and 

register in a virtual memory data structure of the memory 
management system that the virtual address space is no longer 
available to the process after the physical address space is released 
and when the process has not yet released the virtual address space. 

As such. Applicant respectfully submits that the references do not, either 
independently or in combination, support a 103 rejection of independent claim 8 or 
claim 10, which depends therefrom. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
103 rejection of claim 10 is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance 
and notification to that effect is earnestly requested. The Examiner is invited to 
telephone Applicant's attorney Kevin Hart at (970) 898-7057 to facilitate 
prosecution of this matter. 

At any time during the pendency of this application, please charge any 
additional fees or credit overpayment to the Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 
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